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Response to Office Action Mailed 05/12/2008 



REMARKS 

The Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of the 
subject application in view of the foregoing amendments and the following 
remarks. 

Claims 1-10, 13-27, and 30-33 are pending in the application, with claims 1 
and 26 being independent. The Applicant cancels claims 11, 12, 28, and 29 
without prejudice, waiver, or disclaimer of the subject matter. The Applicant 
amends claims 1-10, 13-27, and 30-33 to further clarify features of the claimed 
subject matter. The original specification supports these claim amendments at 
least at paragraphs [0011] and [0071], and claims 11 and 28 as originally filed. 
Therefore, claims 1-10, 13-27, and 30-33 are presented and directed to subject 
matter of the original disclosure. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 10, 15, and 16 are objected to because of minor informalities. The 
Applicant amends claims 10, 15, and 16 to obviate these objections, and 
respectfully requests the objections be withdrawn. 

Claims 19-21 are objected to under 37 C.F.R. 175(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
The Applicant has amends claims 19-21 to place the claims in proper dependent 
form, and respectfully request the objection of these claims be withdrawn. 
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Claims 23-25 are objected to under 37 C.F.R. 175(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
The Applicant has amends claims 23-25 to place the claims in proper dependent 
form, and respectfully request the objection of these claims be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. SI 12, Second Paragraph 

Claim 22 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which the Applicant regards as the invention. 

The Applicant amends the claims to clarify the subject matter and support 
may be found at least at paragraph [0015]. Thus, no new matter has been 
introduced. The Applicant respectfully submits that claim 22 now complies with 
35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, and as a result the rejection is now moot. The 
Applicant respectfully requests that the §1 12 rejections be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,936,657 to Fork in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,825,400 to 
Florence. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 
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Independent Claim 1 

Without conceding the propriety of the stated rejections, and only to 
advance the prosecution of this application, the Applicant amends independent 
claim 1, to clarify further features of the subject matter. In particular, the 
Applicant has amended Claim 1 to incorporate the elements of Claim 11. 
Therefore, Claim 1 assumes the same scope as Claim 11. Accordingly, the 
Applicant will address aspects of the Patent Office's rejection of Claim 11 in 
addressing the rejection of Claim 1. 

Amended claim 1 now recites an apparatus for exposing, in a binary 
manner, a photoreceptive surface having a width and having relative movement 
with an irradiator in a direction perpendicular to the width, comprising (emphasis 
added): 

an irradiator comprising a plurality of rows of 
substantially identical light sources, each said row of 
light sources having an axis generally directed along 
said width, said rows being spaced in a direction 
generally perpendicular to said width to form a 
generally rectangular array of light sources; and 

a controller that controls activation of the light 
sources to selectively irradiate portions of said 
photoreceptive surface to form a latent image thereon 
during said relative motion, using fewer than all of the 
light sources available for illuminating a pixel to be 
printed; 

wherein the controller controls the activation of 
the light sources such that at least some pixels in a row 
are exposed utilizing light sources from different rows 
of light sources; 

wherein the controller is operative to expose 
pixels along a column of pixels utilizing a light 
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source situated in said column chosen in a random 
or quasi-random manner; and 

wherein the controller controls the light sources 
such that each of said pixels to be printed that is 
irradiated is exposed to a same amount of light. 



Applicant respectfully submits that no such apparatus is disclosed by Fork 
and/or Florence. 

In particular: 

Fork and/or Florence fails to disclose, teach or suggest a controller that 
chooses a light source in a random or quasi-random manner 

Fork describes a fault-tolerant self-replacing xerographic light emitter array 
including circuitry for operating an array of organic light emitting diodes 
(OLEDs). See, abstract. In Fork, when a selected row of pixels become 
inoperative, the control device deactivates the now-inoperative selected row of 
pixels and activates a different operable row of the pixels as the selected row. See, 
col 3, lines 15-18. Data drivers transmit light emission signals to the pixels 
located in the selected row. See, col 3, lines 18-20. The selection of a different 
operable row is not random, and in fact is based on the occurrence of an 
inoperative row. To assist the Office in appreciating the subject matter of the 
reference, the following excerpt is reproduced from Fork. 

Fork, column 3, lines 40-47 (emphasis added) 

The method includes arranging pixels into rows 
and columns, deactivating all the rows of the array 
except for one selected row, transmitting light 
emission signals to the pixels located in the selected 
row and providing a light beam form a light emitter 
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located in each pixel of the selected row. When the 
selected row becomes inoperative, the control 
device deactivates the now-inoperative row, 
activates a different operable row as the selected 
row, and continues operation. 

The Office — in making out the rejection of Claim 11, now incorporated by 
amendment into Claim 1 — cited the above-excerpted portion in Fork. See, page 9 
of the Non-Final Office Action mailed May 12, 2008. The Applicant respectfully 
submits that the operation of Fork fails to teach or suggest the operation of the 
Applicant's claimed subject matter. 

In Fork, the selection of pixels along a column of pixels is not random or 
quasi-random, but rather the selection depends on the operative or non-operative 
status of a selected row, as described above. Thus, the operation of Fork fails to 
teach or suggest the claimed subject matter. 

In contrast, the Applicant's amended Claim 1 recites, "wherein the 
controller is operative to expose pixels along a column of pixels utilizing a light 
source situated in said column chosen in a random or quasi-random manner. " As 
these recited features are not taught or suggested by Fork, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that Claim 1 , as amended, is allowable over Fork. 

Additionally, Applicant submits that Florence fails to compensate for the 
deficiencies of Fork. Florence describes the amelioration of artifacts caused by 
the misalignment of imaging devices, including spatial light modulators, used in 
printing and display systems. See, col 1, lines 10-15. Florence describes that to 
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avoid visual artifacts caused by misalignment of two or more imaging devices, the 
individual arrays are overlapped and the portion of the image is generated by both 
arrays. See, col 3, lines 47-50. Florence further describes that the contribution to 
the combined output by the overlapping arrays varies, with each array making a 
small contribution to the overlapped area at one end and a large contribution at the 
other end of the overlapped area. See, col 3, lines 50-53. Finally, Florence 
describes that the alignment error is effectively spread over the entire overlapping 
portion of the image and is much less noticeable because the overlapping portions 
of the image devices collectively form a portion of the image. See, col 3, lines 53- 
57. 

In contrast, the Applicant's amended Claim 1 recites, "wherein the 
controller is operative to expose pixels along a column of pixels utilizing a light 
source situated in said column chosen in a random or quasi-random manner. " As 
these recited features are not disclosed in Florence, the Applicant respectfully 
submits that Claim 1 is not disclosed, taught, or suggested by Florence. 

Thus, the Office has failed to show that Fork and/or Florence discloses, 
teaches or suggests the claimed subject matter. Accordingly, the Applicant 
submits that the references relied upon by the Office do not support the rejections 
made under § 103 and respectfully requests that the § 103 rejection be withdrawn. 

Dependent claims 2-10 and 13-25 depend from independent claim 1 and 
are allowable by virtue of this dependency, as well as for additional features that 
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they recite not taught or suggested by the prior art of record. The Applicant 
respectfully requests the § 103 rejections of these claims be withdrawn. 



Independent Claim 26 

Without conceding the propriety of the stated rejections, and only to 
advance the prosecution of this application, the Applicant amends independent 
claim 26, to clarify further features of the subject matter. In particular, the 
Applicant has amended Claim 26 to incorporate the elements of Claim 28. 
Accordingly, Claim 26 assumes the same scope as Claim 28. Moreover, the 
Applicant will address aspects of the Patent Office's rejection of Claim 28 in 
addressing the rejection of Claim 26. 

Amended claim 26 now recites a method of pixelized image formation on a 
photosensitive surface, comprising (emphasis added): 

providing relative motion of the photosensitive 
surface relative to a multiplicity of light sources, such 
that pixels to be printed on the surface pass a plurality 
of said light sources; 

exposing a plurality of the pixels to be printed 
of the surface to more than one, but fewer than the 
plurality, of said light sources, characterized in that the 
exposure of the exposed pixels to be printed is the 
same; and 

wherein at least one of the plurality of pixels 
is exposed to one or more of the light sources 
chosen randomly or quasi-randomly. 



Applicant respectfully submits that no such method is disclosed by Fork 
and/or Florence. 
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Fork and/or Florence fails to disclose, teach or suzzest a controller that 
chooses a lizht source in a random or quasi-random manner 

Claim 26 recites, "wherein at least one of the plurality of pixels is exposed 
to one or more of the light sources chosen randomly or quasi-randomly ", which 
the Applicant respectfully submits is not disclosed, taught, or suggested by Fork 
and/or Florence. In particular, the Applicant submits that independent claim 26 is 
allowable over the cited reference for at least those reasons discussed above with 
respect to claim 1. Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests the § 103 
rejection of this claim be withdrawn. 

Dependent claims 27 and 30-33 depend from independent claim 26 and 
are allowable by virtue of this dependency, as well as for additional features that 
they recite. Applicant respectfully requests the §103 rejections of these claims be 
withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

Claims 1-10, 13-27, and 30-33 are in condition for allowance. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests a Notice of Allowability be issued. 
If the Office's next anticipated action is other than issuance of a Notice of 
Allowability, Applicant respectfully requests a telephone call for the purpose of 
scheduling an interview. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Dated: 09 October 2008 By: /David S. Thompson/ 

David S. Thompson 
Lee & Hayes, PLLC 
Reg. No. 37,954 
(509) 324-9256 ext. 235 
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